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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule ~~~s, ' /

"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233, -- - , v",,, ',~ '. I
------..-:: ': '-' 1nl'A. I-'".''''' "-: "tV;

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A number of -"---:'J
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibtts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposttion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constttutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs wtth these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 0 Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .' FCC-M/JIJ100M
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio stalion into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air lime. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The_proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Nolice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
"NPRM"l. released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not Violate First Amendment rights, A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advIsory board proposais would ,mpose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share the"
values could face mcreased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather tl1an allowing mcornpatible viewpOints to shape their programmmg. The First
Amendment prohibits government, InclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station ,nto a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requ"emenls would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editOrial decision-makmg Information, The choice
of programming, espec,ally religious programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such th,ngs as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system 'n which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reView of certam classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerCion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to thelf consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to thelf beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity floWing IS often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence Whenever a station Is on the alf and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force seNlce cutbacks - and curtailed seNice is contrary to the
public ,nterest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rlglld::::ll:.m(d{lil!t::zjnt'90~~_
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVllry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public llccess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagE'. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed emaki~EI2. 1 ZOO8
"NPRM"l, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. .fii!)Ii:iMIbf.!:-
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ._-_ .....

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message,. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infonnalion. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs coUld face lI)I1g, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bro,sdcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

1,·-/3 .. oY
Date

I
I t-I"'tJ rV

Name

-$J () ch i /) e, CJU.{.l"cJ,
Organization (if any)



"I,

\\
APR '2 1 2\J\J8

"NPRM{Sr~~:i;~~eJ~~o;.:~~:;:~e~~ :;::~o~~e ~_~;3Localism Notice of Proposed ulema~i~g (th~\ HOOM \
<::C·(.•"M\·..· --'I j>;.J t··· _,,,,,h..,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment righ. m r of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rutemeklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. lrhe NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagE'. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re,velation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastElfs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yel, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submtt the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose Rulemaking (the ,
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FGC-lV1 UlOOM I

Any new FCC rules, policies DI procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number~-'--
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, incllUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVElry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic aoo!ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message.. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re,velation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chok:es.

(4) The FCC must not establi!,h a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lI)ng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
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(5) Many Christian broadcastllrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin'~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals w~uld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

e urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following commenlls in response to the Localism Notice of Propos Rulemaking (the J

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2006, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
FCC-t,t.' j, ('on 1\ 1

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ng . A-ntlII'lilef.Of: _=~~:.' .,
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ••

(1) The FCC must not force rSldio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, Including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mUist present.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

(2) The FCC must not tum eVlary radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagll. The First Amendment forbids imposRion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rElvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establillh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine rene...,al application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who slalY true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliets could face I,ong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcast,~operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is ~n the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs wRh these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
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I submit the following commenlls in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul aking (the

1FCC·M'L
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nu~-"-~"" '-.• _.

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force raidio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broedcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVlary radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag.!. The First Amendment forbids impos~ion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force fE!velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious p''OIlramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establillh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine rer1ewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stcly true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcast,ars operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is Oln the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs~ these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following commenlls in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule aking (the i

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2006, in MB Docket No. 04-233. tFCt> ~:__.~.:S:0~,1JiJ
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force reldio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibitS government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum ey,ery radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagl~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rElvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establi,;h a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wcold force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
pepple who do not share tl',eir values. n,e NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impcse SUCh

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose ~~iil\IAJ~:':::----
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. V--

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious bmadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establis~1 a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ofproposl--~a Ithe .
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MIB Docket No. 04-233. ~~~~90M

Any new FCC rUles. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follOW their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohiMs government, incllJding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum eVllry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCt~ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagE!. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re'velation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorlal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establillh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who sta,y true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face I,)ng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastllrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin'9 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comment'l in response to the Localism Notice of propos~ftD~-'kM,(t~lROOM
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MEl Docket No. 04-233. (__-__----.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmen~ complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mU'lt present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVE:ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCEISS reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously Objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific adijoriaJ decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pr,ogramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protectad editorial choi,;es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tierad renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face hmg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastllrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ftowin9 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs wijh these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 2 I 200;J'
I submit the following commenlls in response to the Localism Notice of Propos ~ulePla~ilJll.(the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~_~,~dL~OM

Any new FCC rules, policies 01' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force rcldio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. ReligioUS broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could fece increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mllst present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag'e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force nevelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a Iwo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who st,~y true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could lace Iiong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bmadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is eill the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 01 ~Vfi~~,*iJ~Y~~\
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233. I' \

Any new FCC rules, policies or pracedu, 's must not violate First Ame dmen~~I2-1n2u~~er of \
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, , Juld do so - and must not be, opted... . -,'i\fI \

_ , ..... '.Mt\\U=l()~
(I) The [. CL must not force radiO stations, especially religiOUS broadc ~~ e from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's 'proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased barassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conSCiences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally·protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Cbristian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowln£l is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks -- and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 200'8, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than ailowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiousiy objects to the messagE'. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force r€rvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticaily barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!, is often a chailenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smailer market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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• Vol. 0'I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul ~~the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. iOa
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number '4t

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acce'ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reI/elation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following commentsi in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not Violate First Amendment nghts. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force raclio stations, especially religiOUS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advIsory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choOSing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpOints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, mu"t present.

(2) The FCC must oot turrt every radio statiofl iiito a public forum where anyone and evcryon~ ha::;
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conSCientiously Objects to the message.. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reI/elation of specific editorial declslon-maklng Information. The choice
of programming, espeCially religiOUS prclgrammlng, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thll1gs as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chnstian broadcasters operate on light bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowln!;IIS often a challenge. Yet. the CommiSSion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs in two ways: (a) by reqUlnng
staff presence whenever a station Is on the air and, (bl by further restncting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service IS contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking APR 2 I 2DDJ
MB Docket No. 04-233

• "t submit the following comment" in response to the Localism Notice of Propos , ~Gll@aNlllA(ltEFiOOM
NPRM ), released Jan. 24, 2008, ,n MEl Docket No. 04-233. __... _

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mu,;t present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eVElry radio stationipto, apublic forum where anyone and everyone has
lights to air time. Proposed public aCCE~S requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. TheFirst Amendment1orbidSimpositiofwf.jj 0 del1very

..~OA any .retigjon.

(3) The FCC must not force revelalionohlpecificceditoriaLdecision'lIlaking:informatiorLThe choice ....
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by..anygovemment agency..- and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choi<Jes.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastElrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOwinll is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
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Comments In Response to Localism N"tlce of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No, 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

r;ECEIVED &INSPECTW-1

APR 2 1 2008 I
,

.reeL'Nti~fiJ'OOM I
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enac~ed, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. ThE' NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious bmadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial deciSion-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thingls as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish ,I two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewall application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themSelves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay tlrue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lonll, expenSive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing ii' often a chellenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadc:asters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism N,)tlce of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed (ii~~;-;--

"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enac~ed, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radie> stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. ThEl NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Retigious bre>adcaslers who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acceSli requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choieal"

(4) The FCC must not establish il two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face 10n'I, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing i~i often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P posed RUlemakin~ 1)~NI

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. fCC-\\l\J\iLhU

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend g ts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster; must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pro,gramming, is not property dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marketsecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Katherine M. Sipes
13035 Kiowa Road

Apple Valley, CA 92308
(760) 247-9] 76

April] 6, 2008

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

Re: New FCC Rules, etc In Violation of ]st Amendment

My family and I dearly love the Christian Radio Station in our area
and we urge you to consider the attached letter when setting your
new rules and proposals. They would limit our local station's
ability to air the type of radio that my family and many of my
friends enjoy.

Thank you for your timc~.

,;2~711~
Katherine M. Sipes


